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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office Action is response to the communication filed 
on 02/07/06 in application 10/624,767. 

2. Claims 1-21 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter 
sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-8, 10-17, 19-21 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,301,701 hereafter referred to as Walker) in view of 
Barry et al. (U.S. 2003/0229825 hereafter referred to as Barry). 

As per claim 1: 

Walker explicitly teaches the invention. Walker teaches: 

- A method of performing a regression test of ordered test 
case [abstract, fig. 5, col. 1, lines 11-15] comprising; 

- assigning result record to each of a plurality of 
candidate test cases, said result record including test 
result from testing said each of said plurality of 
candidate test cases against a design model [fig. 5, col. 
13, lines 63 through col. 14, lines 19]; 

- selecting said ordered test cases from said plurality of 
candidate test cases according to said test results in said 
result record of said each of said plurality of candidate 
test cases [col. 13, lines 5-20]; 

- testing said ordered test cases against a current design 
model [col. 1, lines 23-30; col. 3, lines 59 through col. 
4, lines 3; col. 13, lines 20-23]. 



Walker does not explicitly teach: 
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- updating said result record of each of said ordered test 
cases in response to new test results from said testing. 

However, Walker does disclose capability of: 

- A computer software regression testing via test cases 
[abstract, fig. 5, col. 1, lines 11-15]] comprising 
capabilities of: 

- data verifying, checking, evaluating, modifying, 
correcting and incorporating functionalities into test 
cases in supporting the data regression testing and via 
reading, writing, executing, storing, transferring, and 
installing means [col. 4, lines 34-57; col. 13, lines 55- 
62] . 

In addition, Barry does explicitly disclose: 

- A software regression testing via plurality of ordered 
test cases [abstract, fig. 1, col. 1, par. 0002; col. 4, 
par. 0043 and claim 1] comprising: 

- reading, testing, executing, updating test cases results 
in supporting the regression testing [fig. 1, col. 4, 
par. 0043 and claim 4]. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
first, to realize that the Walker's data verifying, checking, 
evaluating, modifying, correcting and Incorporating 
functionalities Into test cases In supporting the data 
regression testing and via reading, writing, executing, storing, 
transferring, and installing capabilities do perform such 
Applicant's updating said result record of each of said ordered 
test cases in response to new test results from said testing 
limitation. This is because Walker clearly applied these 
data/test case configuration, comparison, detection/correction, 
and performance in determining whether the system functioned and 
tested properly for device development and production; second, 
by applying the capability reading, testing, executing, updating 
test cases results in supporting the regression testing as 
taught by Barry in conjunction with the computer software 
regression testing via test cases as taught by Walker, the 
computer/data regression testing system, and/or the error 
detection and development device, can enhance its operation 
performance, more specifically to ensuring the error thoroughly 
detected and corrected via data/test cases comparison, 
diagnostic/debugging and updated process. 
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This modification would have been obvious because a person 
having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do 
so to improve the ( error detection and correction) data/test 
case process within the regression testing system, data 
availability and network/system performance therein with a 
mechanism to enhance the data connectivity, data debugging, data 
displaying, data reliability, and data throughput capabilities 
which eventually will increase its performance, such as data 
throughput between internal and external electronic devices. 

As per claims 2-3: 

Walker further teaches: 

- preferentially ordering remaining ones of said plurality 
of candidate test cases to form ordered test case [fig. 5, 
col. 4, lines 4 through col. 5, lines 4 and col. 16, claim 
10] . 

Walker does not explicitly teach: 

- excluding noninsightf ul ones of plurality of candidate 
test cases when result record specifics at least on of the 
test case waived. 



However, Walker does disclose capability of: 
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- A computer software regression testing via test cases 
[abstract, fig. 5, col. 1, lines 11-15]] comprising 
capabilities of: 

- data verifying, checking, evaluating, modifying, 
correcting and incorporating functionalities into test 
cases in supporting the data regression testing and via 
reading, writing, executing, storing, transferring, and 
installing means [col. 4, lines 34-57; col. 13, lines 55- 
62] . 

- test case discrepancies and deleting in responding to 
test regression commands and executions via database 
records [col. 12, lines 20-41 and col. 13, lines 5-20]. 

In addition, Barry does explicitly disclose: 

- A software regression testing via plurality of ordered 
test cases [abstract, fig. 1, col. 1, par. 0002; col. 4, 
par. 0043 and claim 1] comprising: 

- reading, testing, executing, updating test cases results 
via its normal and invalid mode in supporting the 
regression testing [fig. 1, col. 4, par. 0041, 0047- 
0049] . 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
realize that both Walker's test case discrepancies and deleting 
in responding to test regression commands and executions via 
database records and Barry's reading, testing, executing, 
updating test cases results via its normal and invalid mode in 
supporting the regression testing capabilities do perform such 
Applicant's excluding noninsight f ul ones of plurality of 
candidate test cases when result record specifics at least on of 
the test case waived limitation. This is because Walker and 
Barry clearly applied these data/test case configuration, 
comparison, detection/correction, and performance in determining 
whether the system functioned and tested properly for device 
development and production for the same reasons set forth as 
described in claim 1, supra. 

As per claims 4-8: 

Walker further teaches: 

- preferentially ordering remaining ones of said plurality 
of candidate test cases to form ordered test case [fig. 5, 
col. 4, lines 4 through col. 5, lines 4 and col. 16, claim 
10] ; 
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having greater failing history [col. 1, lines 30-43 
and col. 12, lines 20-41]. 

-- not previously executed one of remaining one of 

plurality of candidate test case [col. 1, lines 30-43 
and col. 12, lines 20-41]. 

Walker does not explicitly teach: 

- preferentially ordering remaining ones of said plurality 
of candidate test cases having: 

- above-average coverage and shorter and longer 
duration on design model of current design model. 

However, Walker does disclose capability of: 

- A computer software regression testing via test cases 
[abstract, fig. 5, col. 1, lines 11-15]] comprising 
capabilities of: 

- data verifying, checking, evaluating, modifying, 
correcting and incorporating functionalities into test 
cases in supporting the data regression testing and via 
reading, writing, executing, storing, transferring, and 
installing means [col. 4, lines 34-57; col. 13, lines 55- 
62] . 
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- test case specific design, evaluation, and transaction 
during' testing- and development phases via its performance 
correctiveness in responding to test regression commands 
and executions via database records [col. 4, lines 3-57]. 



In addition, Barry does explicitly disclose: 

- A software regression testing via plurality of ordered 
test cases [abstract, fig. 1, col. 1, par. 0002; col. 4, 
par. 0043 and claim 1] comprising: 

- reading, testing, executing , updating test cases results 
via its normal and invalid mode in supporting the 
regression testing [fig. 1, col. 4, par. 0041, 0047- 
0049] . 



Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
realize that both Walker's test case specific design, 
evaluation, and transaction during testing and development 
phases via its performance correctiveness in responding to test 
regression commands and executions via database records and 
Barry' s reading, testing, executing, updating test cases results 
via its normal and invalid mode in supporting the regression 
testing capabilities do perform such Applicant's above-average 
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coverage and shorter and longer duration on design model of 
current design model limitation. This is because Walker and 
Barry clearly applied these data/test case configuration, 
comparison, detection/correction, and performance in determining 
whether the system functioned and tested properly for device 
development and production. 

This modification would have been obvious because a person 
having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do 
so to enhance the data connectivity, data debugging, data 
displaying, data reliability, and data throughput capabilities 
which eventually will increase its regression test cases 
performance . 

As per claims 10-17: 

These claims are the same as per claims 1-8. The only minor 
different is that these claims are directed to a computer- 
readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing regression test of ordered test cases instead of the 
method of performing a regression test of ordered test cases 
comprising assigning a result record, selecting ordered test 
cases, testing test cases, updating result, etc... as described 
in claims 1-8. However, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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realized that a computer-readable medium for performing 
regression test of ordered test cases is a necessary item for 
such computing networking system, more specifically, data test 
cases processing system. Since the data processing system 
obviously needs a means for file, instruction or code means 
resided within the computer-readable storage medium for 
performing the data backup, storing, executing, updating, 
receiving, transmitting operation via the baseline or current 
design model capability. Therefore, these claims are also 
rejected under the same rationale applied against claims 1-8. 

As per claims 19-20: 

Due to the similarity of claims 19-20 to claims 1-8 except 
for an ordered regression test system comprising capabilities of 
a test case database including a plurality of candidate test 
cases (i.e., assigning) , selecting ordered test cases, testing 
test cases, updating result, etc... instead of the method of 
performing a regression test of ordered test cases comprising 
assigning a result record, selecting ordered test cases, testing 
test cases, updating result, etc... as described in claims 1-8; 
therefore, these claims are also rejected under the same 
rationale applied against claims 1-8. In addition, all of the 
limitations have been noted in the rejection as per claims 1-8 . 
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As per claim 21: 

Due to the similarity of claim 21 to claim 1 except for an 
ordered regression test system comprising MEANS for assigning a 
result record, MEANS for selecting ordered test cases, MEANS for 
testing test cases, MEANS for updating result, etc... instead of 
the method of performing a regression test of ordered test cases 
comprising assigning a result record, selecting ordered test 
cases, testing test cases, updating result, etc... as described 
in claim 1; therefore, this claim is also rejected under the 
same rationale applied against claim 1. In addition, all of the 
limitations have been noted in the rejection as per claim 1 
above. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 9 and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 
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Conclusion 



6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

7. A shortened statutory period for response to this action is 
set to expired THREE (3) months, ZERO days from the date of this 
letter. Failure to respond within the period for response will 
cause the application to be abandoned. 35 U.S.C. 133. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Dieu-Minh 
Le whose telephone number is (571) 272-3660. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday - Thursday from 8:30 AM to 5:00 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Scott Baderman can be 
reached on (571)272-3644. The Tech Center 2100 phone number is 

(571) 272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 

(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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